The remaining indicators are organized according to the Comprehensive Plan’ sfour core vaues:
e Community
»  Economic Opportunity and Security
» Socid Equity, and
*  Environmental Stewardship.

These indicators are intended to track how well those four values are being achieved under the
Comprehensive Plan. They are not necessarily tied to specific gods in the Comprehensive Plan but are
intended to be broad indicators of how well the city is meeting its goals under the Comprehensive Plan.

2. Community indicators

Community, as discussed in the Comprehensive Plan, means the connections among people within the
city and within the region. Neighborhoods share one type of community. The city asawhole has
another sense of community, and the neighborhoods and the city participate in aregional community.

As acommunity, we have aresponsbility to ourselves, to our children, and to our neighborsin the
regions outside Seettle. “ Community” means our sense of that shared responsibility. The indicatorsin
this section help measure how we are living up to our respongibilities.

The indicators that measure community are:
»  People who volunteer in community activities
*  Open space
o Crime
» Feding safein the neighborhoods
* Home ownership rate
*  Number of households with children

Indicators of community are showing mixed results in meeting the city’ sgods. While crimeisdownin
Sesttle and residents are fedling safer, fewer households own their own home, and the number of
households with children hasfdlen. The city has been able to match population and housing growth
with increases in parks and open space, and there appearsto be little change in the rates at which
residents are volunteering.
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Volunteering: 43% of Seattle adults regularly volunteer their time.
Almost 30% of these citizens volunteered more than 10 hours a
week.

Thisinformation comes from a citywide resdentia survey in 2001. A Smilar survey in 1996 indicated
that approximately 42% of Sesttle resdents regularly volunteered for community-benefiting activities.
Of those who volunteered, nearly haf volunteered more than 10 hours a week. While the portion of city
residents volunteering has stayed gpproximately the same, residents are volunteering fewer hours.

Smadl businesses have an even higher rate of participation. Three out of four smal businesses
responding to a 2002 citywide business survey reported that they participate in community service
activities.

This indicator measures one way that Sesttle residents express their commitment to the community.
Volunteering can take many forms: coaching children’s sports teams, driving elderly people to medica
appointments, serving on the board of a non-profit organization, planting street trees, being a block
watch captain, collecting door-to-door for charitable campaigns, or working on the implementation of a
neighborhood plan.

God HDGL of the Comprehensive Plan’s Human Development element calls for “Mak[ing] Seettle a
place where people are involved in community and neighborhood life; where they help each other and
contribute to the vitdlity of the city.” Policy HD2 cdlsfor promoting volunteerism and community
service.

By participating in civic and community processes, including neighborhood plan implementation, Seettle
citizens understand that they can make adifference. Participating in community developmert isaway of
taking respongbility for the larger community and understanding that individuals have the power to
change the community for the better.

Sedttle provides a number of different programs and opportunities for resdents to get involved and
participate in City government and neighborhood facilities. Many City departments, including the Parks
Department and Seettle Public Library have volunteer programs that citizens can access by contacting
those departments. 1n addition, a number of non-profit organizations can connect volunteersto
programs needing their assstance.

PAGE 12 MONITORING OUR PROGRESS



Open space: 461 acres of new open space since 1994

Since September 1994, the City has acquired 461 acres of open space for parks, community gardens
and green spaces. |n addition, the city currently has 12 acres of community gardens or P-patches,
including 10 gardens that have opened since 1994.

The Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Capita Facilities el ements provide goas for open spacein
Seettle. The citywide god is 1 acre of “breathing room” open space for every 100 citizens. Breething-
room open space includes open spaces that are permanently set aside as open whether or not they are
accessble for public use. For example, breathing room would include a steep wooded hillside
protected for natural habitat, even if it were not accessible for recreation. Some open spaces owned by
other public agencies, such as the Port of Seattle were aso counted toward thisgoa. Since 1994, the
amount of “breathing room” space per resident has increased in Seettle. This inventory does not include
schoolyards or universty campuses, which may aso provide important community open spaces.

In addition to the goals for breathing room open space, the Comprehensive Plan has gods to provide:
1) a least one acre of usable open space for every 1,000 households within urban villages and 2) open
gpace within an eighth to aquarter of amile of resdentsin urban villages.

Mogt of the thirty-eight urban villages contain gaps in terms of resdents proximity to usable open space.
The saverity of ggpsin urban village usable open space varies. Usable open space is available in most of
the Crown Hill, Green Lake and Upper Queen Anne villages. On the other hand, amost dl of the
Northgate, Universty, Balard, Denny Triangle, 12th Avenue, and West Sesttle Junction villages have
ggnificant deficiencies in resdents access to usable open space.

Open space may be used for recreation, wildlife habitat, growing food, or smply as a place for quiet
contemplation. Many citizens aso consder open space a cultural resource. The Culturd Resource
Element to the Comprehensive Plan includes Policy CR4:

“Continue Sesttle’ slong tradition of providing arich variety of public open gpaces, community gardens,
and public facilities; to provide residents with recreationa and cultural opportunities, promote
environmental stewardship and attract desirable economic development.”

In November 2000, Sesttle residents voted to create new parks and open spaces through the Pro-
Parkslevy. Thelevy isfunding the acquidtion, development, sewardship, maintenance and
programming of new and exigting parks. Pro-parks included $26 million for park acquisition and over
$100 million for the development of parks and open space, indluding turning some underutilized City-
owned properties into park space.
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City of Seattle Parks and Open Space
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Crime: Both property and personal crime have decreased.

The number of violent crimes in Seettle has fallen by 37% since 1994 from 6,500 assaults, robberies,
rapes and murders that year to 4,100 in 2001. The number of property crimes has falen from 51,000
thefts, burglaries and auto theftsin 1994 to 42,000 in 2001. Thiswas an 18% drop in the annua
number of property crimes.

Only one category of crime has increased since 1994. Auto theft has increased in Seettle from 6,400
theftsayear to 8,755 in 2001. The number of murdersin Sesitle fell by 64% between 1994 and 2001.
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The decrease in the crime rate suggests that the qudity of public safety isimproving in Settle, even as
the city’ s population continues to increase.

God HDG7 of the Comprehensive Plan’s Human Development Element is to “ Strive to reduce violence
and fear of crime.”

In addition to the important work that police officers do, other City programs focus on reducing the
number of crimesin Sedttle. Among those programs are Neighborhood Action Team Seettle (NATS),
an inter-departmental/interagency team whose purposeis to work with neighborhoods to address
persstent problems affecting public safety and livability.
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Feeling Safe in the Neighborhoods: Residents are feeling safer in
Seattle.

Percentage of respondents feding very safe or somewhat safein Seettle

Outside Downtown Downtown
During the Day After Dark During the Day After Dark
Year
1996 not asked 74% 90% 41%
1997 97% 75% 92% 47%
1999 97% 74% 94% 54%
2001 97% 75% 96% 58%

Percentage of respondents who fed that crime is not amgjor problem in Seettle

Year Violent Crime not a Property Crime not a
major problem major problem
1996 89% 85%
1997 93% 89%
1999 92% 86%
2001 92% 87%

In a separate survey, fifteen percent of Seattle’s smal businessesin 2002 said that crimeisamgor
problemin Seettle. Nineteen percent of smdl businesses fdlt that public safety after dark was a mgor
problem. Only four percent of smal businesses felt that public safety was amgor problem during
daylight hours.

This indicator measures how safe people fed in their neighborhoods and downtown, during the daytime
and after dark. It also reports whether people fed that violent and property crimes are mgor problems
for them.

The Comprehensive Plan’'s Human Development Element, God G9, isto “ Strive to reduce violence and
fear of crime” Thefear of acrime is sometimes different from the actua amount and type of crime
occurring. The perception can be very powerful, however, and people will act on their perceptions
possibly avoiding a neighborhood by not shopping, living, or doing business there.

Opportunities to meet neighbors and community members can help people fed more comfortable and
less afraid in their community. The City helps to support a number of different forums for people to
mest their neighbors, from Block Watch programs to community clean-up activities to neighborhood
Street tree planting programs. The Comprehensive Plan’ s urban village strategy that encourages the
development of mixed-use neighborhoods has the effect of putting more pedestrians and more “ eyes’
on the street and increasing the feding of sefety.

PAGE 16 MONITORING OUR PROGRESS



Home ownership rate: Home ownership in Seattle declined slightly

% of Households Owning the Units they Occupy

80 ~ 1990 @ 2000

642 66.2

70 A 58.8 59.8
48.9 484

Seattle King County U.S.

in the 1990s.

Source: U.S. Census

The 2000 census reported that 48.4% of Sesttle households own their own home (single-family homes
townhouses and condominiums).  Thisis sgnificantly lower than the King County or United States rate
of home ownership. One reason for alower home ownership rate in Sedttle may be the Sgnificantly
higher portion of Seettle s housing stock that isin multifamily buildings, as opposed to sngle-family
dructures. Multifamily buildings are more likely to be avallable for rent than are single-family houses.

For this reason, the home ownership rate in urban villagesis lower than the home ownership ratein
some sngle-family areas outside of the urban village boundaries. Urban villages were generdly
designated in the commercid and multifamily hearts of neighborhoods.

The Comprehensive Plan’s Housing Element Goa G8 isto “ Achieve arate of owner-occupancy of
housing no less than the county average owner-occupancy rate.” The Plan promotes home ownershipin
order to foster a sense of community, encourage investment in housing, and minimize displacement of
low-income residents due to gentrification of neighborhoods. The City aso hasan interest in
safeguarding the condition and quality of the housing sock and in maintaining etractive and liveble
neighborhoods.

The City has limited powersto affect the owner occupancy rate. The choice to buy ahomein Sedttleis
based on many factors including price, income and savings. Whereindividuas chooseto liveisdso
dependent on more subjective “quality of life’ decisions, such as perceived qudity of schoals, the
perception of safety, lot Size, and the amount of nearby open space. Some of these factors are
monitored elsawherein this report.
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However, the City can affect somewhat the owner occupancy rate through land use policies and funding
programs. About two-thirds of the total land areawithin the city limitsis zoned for Sngle-family homes.
Because sngle-family homes are more likdly to be owner-occupied, continuing these land use policies
can help keep the number of owner-occupied homes rdatively stable. In addition, the City has
provided funds, and in the current housing levy will continue to provide funds to non-profit organizations
for developing affordable housing specificaly for owner-occupants.

The Housing Affordability indicator has obvious relevance to the home ownership rate in Sesttle. By
describing the ratio of the median saes price of a Seettle home to the median income, it suggests
whether the average household can afford to own ahome.
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Number of households with children: since 1990, the share of
households in Seattle with children has declined.
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The U.S. Census Bureau data measures how many households in Seettle include persons less than 18
years of age. Sesttle has had a comparatively low number of households with children for many years.
In Snohomish and Pierce counties, the number of households with children is higher than the nationd
average. Thismay mean that some households with children choose those areas over Sesttle because
of their comparatively low housing codts.

On the other hand, 40% of &l Seeitle households contain only one person. Thisis thefifth highest ratio
of one-person households among places in the nation with 100,000 or more residents. It could be that
people living done are more able to afford housing in the city because it iseaser for them to pay a
larger share of their income for housing in Seritle than families with children. The number of households
in Seettle with only one person is double the number of familieswith children.

We measure the number of households in Sesttle with children because children are avitd, and often
vulnerable, part of our community. Many e ements of the Comprehensive Plan address the importance
of children and of planning for their future. The Human Development Element states, “Our children and
youth are the most important resources in Seettle’' s sugtainability. The entire community should sharein
supporting their growth and development.”

Other Comprehensive Plan policies rdlevant to making Seeitle a community thet isfriendly to families
with children seek to:

» enaurethat children can wak or bike to avariety of servicesin their neighborhood,

» provide different housing types with suitable play aress nearby, and

» ensurethat children can have a quality education in Seettle through partnerships with education
inditutions.

PAGE 20 MONITORING OUR PROGRESS





